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Mr. President, we are now engaged in one of the most consequentiad debates addressed in this chamber in
many years. We are confronting the grave issues of war and peace. We are consdering how the United
States should respond to a murderous dictator who has shown that he will be bound neither by conscience,
nor by the laws or principles of civilized nations. And we are contemplating whether, and under what
conditions, the Congress should authorize the pre-emptive use of American military power to remove the
threat he poses.

These questions go directly to who we are as anation. How we answer them will have profound
consequences -- for our nation, for our dlies, for the war on terrorism, and -- perhaps most importantly -- for
the men and women in our armed forces who could be caled to risk their lives because of our decisions.

Thereis no question that Saddam Hussein is a dangerous man who has done barbaric things. He has invaded
neighbors, supported terrorists, repressed and murdered his own people. Over the last several months, as the
world has sought to calm the violence between Isradlis and Palestinians, Irag has tried to inflame the Situation

by speaking againgt the very existence of Isragl and encouraging suicide bombers in Gaza and the West Bank.

Saddam Hussain has stockpiled, weaponized, and used chemica and biological wegpons.  And he has made
no secret of his desire to acquire nuclear weapons. He hasignored internationd agreements and frustrated
the efforts of international inspectors, and his ambitions today are as unrdenting as they have ever been.

As acondition of the truce that ended the Gulf War, Saddam Hussein agreed to diminate Irag's nuclear,
biologica and chemica weapons, and to abandon dl effortsto develop or ddliver such weapons. That
agreement is spelled out in UN Security Council Resolution 687. Iraq has never complied with the resolution.

For the first seven years after the Gulf War, it tried to deceive UN wesapons ingpectors, block their accessto
key stes and make it impossble for them to do their jobs. Findly, in October 1998, the UN was left with no
choice but to withdraw its inspectorsfrom Irag.  Asaresult, we do not know exactly what isnow in Irag's
arsend.

We do know, however, that Irag has weaponized thousands of gallons of anthrax and other deadly biological
agents. We know that Irag maintains stockpiles of some of world's deadliest chemica wegpons, including
VX, sarin and mustard gas. We know that Iraq is developing deadlier waysto ddiver these horrible
wegpons, including unmanned drones and long-range ballistic missiles. And we know that Saddam Hussain is
committed to one day possessing nuclear wegpons. If that should happen, instead of smply bullying the Gulf
region, he could dominateit. Instead of threatening only his neighbors, he would become a grave threet to
US security and to globa security. The threat posed by Saddam Hussein may not beimminent. Butitisred.
Itisgrowing. And it cannot be ignored.



Despite thet, like many Americans, | was concerned by the way the Adminigtration first proposed to dedl with
that threet. The President’s desire to wage war aone -- without the support of our alies and without
authorization from Congress -- was wrong.

Many of us-- Democrats and Republicans -- made it clear that such unilateralism was not in the nation’s best
interests. | now commend the Adminigtration for changing its gpproach and acknowledging the importance of
working with our dlies. | dso commend it for recognizing that under our Congtitution, it is Congress that
authorizes the use of force, and for requesting a resolution providing such authority. And | applaud my
colleagues -- Democrats and Republicans, in the House and Senate -- for the improvements they have made
to the Adminidration’s origind resolution.

Four changes were epecidly criticd:

Fird: Instead of giving the Presdent broad and unfocused authorization to take action “in the region,” asthe
Adminigration originaly sought, this resolution focuses specificaly on the threat posed by Irag. It no longer
authorizes -- nor should it be used to try to justify -- the use of force against other nations, organizations or
individuas that the President may believe threaten peace and stability in the Persan Gulf region. Itisasrong
and focused response to a specific threat. 1t is not atemplate or mode for any other Stuation.

Second: This resolution expresses the degp conviction of this Congress, and of the American people, that
President Bush should continue to work through the United Nations Security Council in order to secure Iraq
compliance with UN resolutions. Unfettered ingpections may or may not lead to Iragi dissrmament. But
whether they succeed or fail, the effort we expend in seeking ingpections will make it eesier for the President
to assemble agloba codition againgt Saddam, should military action eventudly be needed.

Third: This resolution makes it clear that, before the President can use forcein Irag, he must certify to the
Congress that diplomacy has failed, and that further diplomatic efforts adone cannot protect America' s nationa
security interests, nor can they lead to enforcement of the UN Security Council resolutions.

Fourth: This resolution protects the balance of power by requiring the Presdent to comply with the War
Powers Act and to report to Congress at least every 60 days “on matters relevant to this resolution.”

This resolution gives the President the authority he needs to confront the threet posed by Irag. Itisa
fundamentdly different and better resolution than the one the Presdent sent us. It is neither a Democratic
resolution nor a Republican resolution. It is now a statement of American resolve and values.

It is more respectful of our Condtitution, more reflective of our understanding that we need to work with our
dliesin thiseffort, and more in kegping with our strong belief that force must be alast resort, not afirst
response.

Because this resolution isimproved, because | believe that Saddam Hussain represents ared threst, and
because | bdieveit isimportant for Americato soeak with one voice a this criticad moment -- | will vote to
give the President the authority he needs.

| respect those who reach different conclusons.

For me, the deciding factor is my belief that a united Congress will help the President unite the world. And by



uniting the world, we can increase the world' s chances of succeeding in this effort, and reduce both the risks
and the costs that Americamay have to bear.

With this resolution, we are giving the President extraordinary authority. How he exercises that authority will
determine how successful any action in Irag might be.

In 1991, by the time the President’ s father sought Congressional support to use force against Irag, he had
secured pledges of military cooperation from nearly 40 nations, and statements of support from scores of
others. He had dready secured the backing of the United Nations. And he had dready developed a clear
plan of action.

In assembling that codition, the legitimacy of our cause was affirmed. Regiond tability was maintained. The
risk to our soldiers was lessened. America’ s burden was reduced. And, perhaps most important, Iraq was
isolated. At this point, we have done none of those things. That iswhy, unlikein 1991, our vote on this
resolution should be seen as the beginning of a process, not the end.

For our effortsin Iraq to succeed, the President must continue to consult with Congress and to work hard to
build aglobd codition. That isnot capitulation. It isleadership, and it is essentid.

In my view, there are five other crucid stepsthe Adminigration must take before any find decison on the use
of forcein Irag is made.

First and foremost, the President needs to be honest with the American people -- not only about the benefits
of action againgt Irag, but also about the risks and the costs of such action. We are no longer talking about
driving Saddam Hussein back to within his borders. We are talking about driving him from power. Thatisa
much more difficult and complicated god.

A gory in this past Sunday’ s Philaddphia Inquirer suggests that top officids in the Adminigtration “ have
exaggerated the degree of alied support for awar in Irag.” The story goes on to say thet othersin the
Adminigration “are rankled by what they charge is atendency” by somein the Administration “to gloss over
the unpleasant redlities’ of a potentid war with Irag.

A report in yesterday’ s Washington Post suggests that “ an increasing number of intelligence officids, including
former and current intelligence agency employees -- are concerned the agency istailoring its public sance to
fit the Adminigration’ s views.”

| do not know whether these reports are accurate. We do know from our own nationa experience, however,
that public support for military action can evaporate quickly if the American people come to bdieve they have
not been given dl of thefacts. If that should happen, no resolution Congress might pass will be able to unify
our nation. The American people expect, and success demands, that they be told both the benefits and the
risksinvolved in any action againg Irag.

Second: We need to make it clear to the world that the reason we would use force in Iraq is to remove
Saddam Hussain' s wegpons of mass destruction. | would prefer that this god had been made explicit in this
resolution. However, it is clear from this debate that Saddam’ s wegpons of mass destruction are the principal
threat to the United States -- and the only threat that would justify the use of United States military force
againg Irag. It isthe threat that the President cited repestedly in his speech to the American people Monday



night. It may aso bethe only threet that can raly the world to support our efforts. Therefore, we expect, and
success demands, that the Adminigtration not lose sight of this essentid mission.

Third: we need to prepare for what might happen in Iraq after Saddam Hussein. “Regime change’ is an easy
expression for adifficult job. One thing we have learned from our action in Afghanigtan isthet it iseader to
toppleillegitimate regimes than it isto build legitimate democracies. We will need to do much better in post-
Saddam Iraq than the Administration has done so far in pogt-Taiban Afghanistan.

Iraq isriven by religious and ethnic differences and demordized by arepressve government and crushing
poverty. It has no experience with democracy. Higtory tellsusthat it is not enough merely to hope that well-
intentioned leaders will rise to fill the void that the departure of Saddam Hussein would leave. We must help
cregte the conditions under which such aleader can arise and govern.

Unlesswe want to risk seeing Irag go from bad to worse, we must help the Iragi people rebuild their politica
and economic inditutions after Saddam. That could take many years, and many billions of dollars-- which is
another reason we must build agloba codition. The American people expect, and success demands, that we
plan for stability, and for economic and political progressin Iraq after Saddam.

Fourth: we need to minimize the chances that any action we may take in Irag will destabilize the region.
Throughout the Persgan Gulf, there are extremists who would like nothing more than to transform a
confrontation with Irag into awider war between the Arab world and Isradl, or the Arab world and the West.

What happensiif -- by acting in Iraq -- we undermine the government in Jordan, acriticd dly and astrategic
buffer between Irag and Israd? What happens if we destabilize Pakistan and empower Idamic
fundamentaists? Unlike Irag, Pakistan dready has nuclear weapons -- and the meansto deliver them. What
happensif that arsend fdls into the hands of Al Qaeda or other extremiss?

We can tell the Arab world that thisis not afight between their nations and ours. But afar better way to
maintain sability in the Gulf isto demondrate that -- by building aglobd codition to confront Seddam. That
iswhy the Adminigtration must make every reasonable effort to secure a UN resolution, just aswe did in
1991. With UN support, we can count a number of Arab countries asfull dlies. Without UN support, we
can’'t even count on their air space. We expect, and success demands, that any action we take in Iraq make
the region more stable, not less.

Fifth and findly: we cannot dlow awar in Iraq to jeopardize the war on terrorism. We arefighting terrorist
organizations with globa networks, we need partners around the globe. Some -- including the chairman of
the President’s own Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board -- doubt whether we can count on this continued
cooperation in the war on terror if we go to war againgt Irag.

| do not know if that istrue. | do know, however, that the military, intelligence and political cooperation we
receive from nations throughout the world is critica to the war on terrorism. Saddam Hussein may yet target
America. Al Qaeda already has.

The American people expect, and our national security demands, that the Adminisiration make plansto
ensure that any action we take in Irag does not distract or detract from the war on terror. If they fail to do o,
any victory wewin in Irag would come &t aterrible cost.



Monday night, in his speech to the nation, the President said: “The Stuation could hardly get worse for world
security and the people of Irag.” Yes, it can.

If the Adminidiration attempts to use the authority in this resolution without doing the work that is required
before and after military action in Irag, the situation there -- and elsewhere -- can indeed get worse. We
could see more turmoil in the Persian Gulf, not less. We could see more bloodshed in the Middle East, not
less. Americans could find themsalves more vulnerable to terrorist atacks, not less.

So | sressagain, Mr. Presdent: This resolution represents a beginning, not an end. If we are going to make
America and the world safer, much more work needs to be done before the force authorized in this document
is used.

Some people think it iswrong to ask questions or raise concerns when the President says our nationd security
isat risk. They believeitisan act of didoyaty. | disagree. In America, asking questionsiis an act of
patriotism. For those of us who have been entrusted by our fellow citizens to servein this Senate, asking
quedtionsis more than aprivilege. It isa Conditutiond responghility.

The American people have serious questions about the course of action this resolution could set uson. Given
the gravity of theissuesinvolved, and the far-reaching consequences of this course, it is essentid that their
questions are answered. | support thisresolution. And for the sake of the American people -- especialy
those who may be cdled to defend our nation -- we must continue to ask questions.

On one point, however, | have no questions. | believe deeply and absolutdly in the courage, the skills, and
the devotion of our men and women in uniform. | know that if it becomes necessary for them to stand in
harm’ s way to protect America, they will do so with pride and without hesitation, and they will succeed. They
are the fines fighting force the world has ever known.

For their sake -- for the sake of al Americans, and for the world' s sake -- we must confront Saddam
Hussein. But we must do so in away that avoids making a dangerous Stuation even worse.
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